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Appl. No. 10/022,662 
Amdt. Dated >lay 18/ 2004 » 

Reply' to office Action- of February 18, 2004 

REHARKS / Arguments 


Reconsideration of the application is requested* 

'» . ■ 

Claims I^-IS are now in the application. Claim 1 has beeii 
aiuended. Claim 17 has been canceled. 

la item 1 on page 2 of the above- identified Office Action, the 
Examiner objected to the title of the instant specification as 
not descriptive of the .claimed invention . 

The title has been revised to read as ^Opto-Electronic 
Assembly Having Detectors for Converting Optical Signals with 
..a Detector Functioning as a Signal Interference Generator^/ 
which is consistent with the claimed invention ^ 

Accordingly, the revised title is believed to overcome the 
Examiner's objection arid therefore, the Examiner is requested , 
to withdraw the objection to the title. 

In item 3 on page 2 of the above-identified Office Action, 
claims i-17 have been rejected as failing to comply with the 
written description requirement under 35 U.S.C, § 112, first 
paragraph. 

' : ■ ( 
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MorW Specifically; "tHe Examiner stat^^'^that ttie^. in^ ' 
specification does not disclose an embodiment in which an 
, active area 'is «substa^^ completely shielded'' as recited 

in the previoue claim. 

Independent claim 1 has been amended: tO recite: that the 
optically active, area one of the detectors is '^completely 
shielded from optical signals....'* 

Support for this changes may be f plxnd on page? 3, lines. ±8-21 
land page 8; lines 12 r 14 of the instint specification. 

' In item 5 on . page .2 of the above-identified off icis Action,, 
claims 1-17 have' been rejected as being indefinite under 35 
IJ.S.C. § 112, second paragfraph,. . i-. 

More specifically, the Exarnirier states that the meaning of the 
.term * subs tantially completely shielded" is unclear, 

^ As ^ stated above, independent claim 1 has been amended to 

recite that the optically active area of one of the detectors 
is ^qompietely. shielded from optical isign^ls, , , . 

Support for these changes may be found in the iiistant ' 
speGification aj^ stated above. 
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It Is accordingly believed that the claims meet the 
requirements o£ 35 U.S.C. § 112, first and second paragraphs. 
The above noted changes to the claims are provided f or 
clarification or cosmetic reasons and are believed to overcome 
the Examiner's repections. 

In item 7 on page 3 of the above-identif led Office Action, 
claims 1, 2, 4-6, 8, 11-^13, 15, and 17 have been rejected as 
being anticipated by. llegems et al. (u.S * Patent 4> 127, 862) 
{hereinafter ^llegems"). under 35 U,S,C, § 102(b), 

The rejection has been noted and the claims have been amended 
in an effort to eveii more qlearly define the invention of the 

Before discussing the prior art in detail, it is believed that 
a brief review of the ihvehtion as claimed, would be helpful. 
Claim 1 calls for, inter alia, an ppto-electronic assembly for 
receiving optical signal^, having: . 

at least two detectors each with an optically active area for 
converting optical signals into electrical signals, the two 
detectors being arranged on one another, and the optically 
active area of one of the deteotors being completaly shielded 
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from tlie bjptxeal IpignaiLa and tho shdelded 40tec^ 

as an int;«kr£erenoe signal generator, (emphasis added) 

Ilegems discloses, iri Fig* 1, a cbitipdnent with a plurality of 
detectors in the form of photodiode^ (PPiy PD2,,^^Dn) , each 
iaaving an optically active surface 10 for trans forining optical 
signals, into electric signals. The detect or s are arranged, on 
top of each other. The configuration generates current. As 
disclosed in col. 2, lines 28-30, each phot odi ode generates 
the same current flow so that a maximiiin voltage can be 
generated* Aleo/, the ""radiation impinges .on the exposed 
portions of all of the photodiodes - (See col, 2, lines 47- 
49>) In contrast to the present invention, in Ilegems all, of ^'r 
the .phdtodipdes serve the purpose of de teg ting; optical 
signals; none of the photodiodes is shielded, partly or 
completely, from the optical signals which are to.be detected* 
.Figs. 2 and 3 show that light arrives parallel to all the 
photodiodes. 

Ilegems does hot show *at least two detectors each with an 
optically active area for converting optical signals into 
electrical signals, the two detectors being arranged on one 
another, and tliQ optically active area o£ one oS the detecters 
being completely shielded from the optical signals and the 

Page 10 of 16 

PAGE 1Qf16*RCVD AT 5/18/2004 5:09:09 PM [Eastern Daylight Time] ' SVR:USPTO-EFXiV-1/4*DNIS:8729306*CSID: * DUiUTION (mm-ss):03-42 


05-18-; 04. 17:11 FROM- T-981 Pll/16 U-481 

Appl. No, 10/022,662 
Arodti Dated May 18, 2004 

Reply to Office Action of February. 18, 2004 

Shielded deteqis6r operatiafif ' as an intierf arence si'sntal 
9«nerator^ as recited in claim 1 of the instant application. 

In item 8 bri page 4 o£ the above-identified Office Action, 
claims 1^3, 4, 8, 9, 11-13, and 15 have been rejected as being 
anticipated by Yamada et ai. (U;S, Patent 5/ 455 > 4IS). 
(hereinafter ^Yamada'?) iinder 35 U.S.C. § 102(b)* 

Yamada, particularly, in Figs. 12 and 13 referred to by the 
Examiner/ discloses an optp*electronic Go^lponent with two 
detectors Dl, with optically active surfaces 45b, 45d for 

transforming bpfeical signals into electrical signals ; The 
detectors Dl, D2 are disposed on top of each other. in : 
\ contrast td the present claimed invention, both Dl and P2 

, receive light, Yamada discloses (see, for example/ cbl* 12, 
lines 43-51) that the different strengths of the incidence of . 
light signals oil the detectors Dl and D2 causes the flow of a 
Photoelectric cur-rent. In Yamada all of the phbtodiodes are 
exposed to light signals and there is no disclosure of 
shielding of one of the photodiodes , 

Yamada does not show '^at least two detectors each with an 
optically active area for converting optical signals into 
electrical signals, the two detectors being arranged oh biie 
another, ^d the bpticctliy active area of one of th detectors 
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i>a±2ig cbait^ slgk&ls ajid th.e 

shielded a^tectpr <ipBir9L%ijig m m interference elgnal . 
generator" as recite in claim 1 of the instant appli<;atipn. 

. lii Item 9 oii page 5 -pf the above- identified Office Action; 

claims 1, 2, 4-7, arid 11-15, as understobd, have been rejected 

as. being anticipated by Opossen (U, S- Patent 6,271,943) uiider 

35 U.S.C. §: 102(e) / ' ^ 

Goossen discloses, in Fig- 7 , a wavelength multiplexer with a 
plurality of detieo.to^^S' with optically active surfaces for the 
' purpose of converting optical signals into electrical signals. 
The detectors are disposed on top of each other. Each 
detector absbrbs light in a different wavelength. As ^ 
disclosed in col.. 1; lines 36-40, an optical signal is first " 
received by a first photo detector, then by, a second phot p 
detector disposed below the first detector* ^ The * second ; , 
. ^ detector is not completely shielded . from the optical signals 
which are to be detected. The insulating layer 80 disposed 
between the. pairs of photodiodes does. not shield the 
photodiodes from the light signals. See claims 1, line 8 
{ ^nbn- op ticaily active insulator'') and claim 9, lines 11-12> 
{^'non-optically active insulator") . . 
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Gbossen 4oes'not show *at least two detectors each with em 
optically active area for converting optical signals into 
electrical signals, the two detectors being arranged on one 
another; and lilie Qptioally aet:ive area of one of Uie deteofeors 
beizidr poii«>leti9Xy shiislded from the optical i^ignals and tlie 
shielded detector operating as an interference signal 
generiatbr'' as recited in claim 1 of the instant application. 

In item 11 on page 6 of the above-identified Office Action/ 
claims 10 and 16 have been reDfected as being unpatentable over 
Yamada under 35 U.S.^C^ § 103(a). 

The foregoing discussion of Yamada is equally applicable in 
the rejection of claims IQ and liS, which depend directly ,dr 
indirectly on claim 1. 

Claims 10 and 16 are believed to be pa ten tSLble over Yamada for 
at least the same reasons advanced relative to claim 1- 

Thus, it is apparent that neither lllegems, Yamada, or Gooseen 
discloses a detector as a reference detector for the puipose 
of determining a background signal. Instead, Illegems/ 
Yamada, and Gooseen disclose detectors which are disposed on 
top of each other, in whic h all of the detectors are subjected 
to light signals and register such signals . In the present 
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claimed inventipn one of the detectors is "completely 
shielded * 

Further, the Examiner states thaLt (in* the Examiner's opinionl, 
it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to 
provide an optically dense material as a sprayed Gompound 
(claim 10) ^to reduce costs and more easily deposit the 
tnaterial^ and to provide cathode Gpnta (claim 16) of the 
photodiodes arranged on one another "'to more easily bias the 
photpdlpdes- ;Th0 Exeumi^^ has not cited any p^ior art in 
support of the af orfemeritiohed aa^bitrary statements ; whicli are 
based on pure conjecture,. While the results stated l>y the 
Examiner may be true, the Examiner is required to show some 
teaching/ itlotivatipn, or suggestion in the prior art that 
wbuld cause oiie' skilled iii the art to even consider modifying 
Yamada as proposed by the Examiner. Applicants respectfully 
submit that the Examiner h^s not shown the claim iimitatipns 
in the prior art and therefpre has hot sustained the burden of 
proving such evidence and that in the absence thereof the only . 
basis for mPdifying Yamada is impermissible hindsight 

While the prior aart refeirences may disclose optp^electrbnic 
components with at least two detectors, with two of the 
detectors disposed on top of each other, tliey do not disclose 
that one of the detectors is congple^ely ahlelded and not used 
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to simply detect an error signal,. Instead, they all disclose 
that each detector serves the purpose of receiving an external 
optical signal. Thiis, the prior art references do not . 
disclose * said optically active area of one of said detectors 
being completely shielded from the optical signals and the 
shielded detector operating as an interference signal . 
generator" as recited in independent claim 1 of the instant 
. appXicatioiri, notwithstanding the Examiner's statements on page 
7 of the abpve^ identified Office Action, 

It is accordingly believed to be clear that none of the 
references, whether taken alone or in any combination, either 
show or suggest the features of claim 1, Claim 1 is, 
thex-ef ore, believed to be patentable over the art. The 
dependent claims are believed to be patentable a's well becauise' 
they all are ultimately dependent on claim ,1, 

In view of the foregoihg^ reconsideration and allowance of 
claims 1-16 are solicited- 

In the event the Examiner should still find any of the claims 
to be unpatentable, counsel would appreciate receiving a 
telephone call so that, if possible, patentable language can 
be worked out. In the alternative, the entry of the amendment 
is recjuested, as it is believed to place the application in 
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befcter coriditidn for appeal, without ireqtiiring extension d£ 
the field of search. 

if an extension pf time for this paper is required, petition 

for extension is herewith made. 

Please charge any other fe^s that might be due with respect to 
Sections 1.16 and 1 * 17 to the Deposit Aocount of lieriier and 
Qreenberg, P.A-, No. 12el099. 

Respectfully submittedr 



For Applicants ' - tA»*"«i..r^« ^^^^«r.» 

WERNER H. STEMER 

— REG. NO, 34,956 
FDP/tSk - 


May 18, 2004 

Lerner and Greenbergv P:A. 
Post Of f ice 3px 2461) ■ 
Hollywood; PL 3 3 022-2480 
TelV {954) 925-1100. 
Fax:- (954) 925-1101 
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